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DETAILED ACTION 

Status Of Claims 

1 . This Office Action is in response to an amendment received 6/18/2009 in which 
Applicant lists claims 2-14 and 16-28 as being original and claims 1 and 15 as being 
currently amended. It is interpreted by the examiner that claims 1-28 are pending. 

2. It is noted that although claims 29 and 30 were not listed, they should have been 
listed as cancelled. Therefore, applicant is reminded that a complete listing of the claims 
must be included or the amendment can be held as non-compliant. 

Response to Amendment 

3. It is noted by the examiner that the amendments to the abstract and specification 
set forth in the response received 6/18/2009 are not in compliance with 37 CFR 

1 .121(a) and 1 .121(b) and therefore the objections to the drawings and specification 
have been repeated below. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: element 12 is not shown in figure 4a. Corrected drawing sheets in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should 
include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if 
only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of 
an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
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Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

5. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "12" has been used to designate both a "parallel beam of 
light" and an "external reflector". Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121 (d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

6. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because "comprises" should be 
changed to -includes--. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

7. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 



Application/Control Number: 10/552,047 
Art Unit: 2872 



Page 4 



The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

8. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on line 4 of 
page 8 of the specification, "12and for reflector 14" should be changed to --12 and for 
reflector 14-- and on line 9, "14rather" should be changed to --14 rather--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

10. Claims 1-4 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Rogers, U.S. Patent Number 3,631 ,288 (hereafter Rogers). 

11. As to claim 1 , Rogers discloses an apparatus for providing a light beam with 
spatially varying polarization (see at least figure 2; it is noted that a vertical plane taken 
just to the left of reflective polarizer 24 would include a beam having a plurality of 
sections of light with different polarizations (i.e. spatially varying polarization)), the 
apparatus comprising: 

two circumferentially curved reflectors positioned substantially opposite each 
other (see at least figure 2, elements 12 and 64), 
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a polarizer positioned in an optical path between the two reflectors (see at least 
figure 2, element 24), for polarizing light reflected from one reflector before it reaches 
the other (see at least figure 2); 

whereby a non-polarized light beam incident along a given axis on one of the 
reflectors (see at least figure 2, element 66) is radially reflected off that reflector (see at 
least figure 2, element 12), acquires predetermined polarization from the polarizer (see 
at least figure 2, element 66e) and is then reflected off the second reflector to produce 
an outgoing light beam of spatially varying polarization (see at least figure 2, element 
64). 

12. As to claim 2, Rogers discloses that the two reflectors comprise a diverging 
reflector and a converging reflector (see at least figure 2, elements 12 and 64). 

1 3. As to claim 3, Rogers discloses that the two reflectors comprise two converging 
reflectors (it is noted that comprising is open language and the second reflector 64 also 
has a converging reflector 62 making up its back side). 

14. As to claim 4, Rogers discloses that the two reflectors are spherical (see at least 
figure 2, elements 12 and 64; it is noted that both elements are circular when viewed 
from the front and therefore are spherical in the same way the applicant's two reflectors 
are spherical). 

15. As to claim 15, the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 1, based on the rejection of claim 1 for 
the reasons set forth above. 
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16. As to claim 16, the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 2, based on the rejection of claim 2 for 
the reasons set forth above. 

17. As to claim 17, the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 3, based on the rejection of claim 3 for 
the reasons set forth above. 

18. As to claim 18, the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 4, based on the rejection of claim 4 for 
the reasons set forth above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

20. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

21 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

22. Claims 1 , 7, 1 5 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rogers, U.S. Patent Number 3,631,288 (hereafter Rogers). 

23. As to claim 1 , Rogers discloses an apparatus for providing a light beam with 
spatially varying polarization (see at least figure 1 ; it is noted that a vertical plane taken 
just to the left of reflective polarizer 24 would include a beam having a plurality of 
sections of light being different polarizations (i.e. spatially varying polarization)), the 
apparatus comprising: 

a polarizer positioned in an optical path (see at least figure 1, element 24), for 
polarizing light reflected from the reflector (see at least figure 1); 

whereby a non-polarized light beam incident along a given axis on the reflector 
(see at least figure 1 , element 40) is radially reflected off that reflector (see at least 
figure 1, element 12), acquires predetermined polarization from the polarizer (see at 
least figure 1 , element 40e) and then forms a light beam of spatially varying polarization 
(see at least figure 1). 

Figure 1 of Rogers does not specifically disclose two circumferentially curved 
reflectors positioned substantially opposite each other. 
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However, Rogers does teach a parabolic reflector (see at least figure 1 , element 
12) that, when medially bisected in a longitudinal direction, can reasonably be viewed 
as being equivalent to a first and second reflector. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the apparatus and method teachings of 
Rogers such that the unitary parabolic reflector taught by Rogers is comprised of two 
separate mirrors for the purpose of allowing the two mirror halves to be separated to 
access the internal components of the apparatus. 

24. As to claim 7, Rogers discloses that the two reflectors are paraboloidal, with a 
common focus (see at least figure 1 , element 12 as well as column 2, lines 47-50 of 
Rogers). 

25. As to claim 15, the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 1 , based on the rejection of claim 1 for 
the reasons set forth above. 

26. As to claim 21 , the method steps claimed would have necessarily resulted from 
the claimed apparatus limitations recited in claim 7, based on the rejection of claim 7 for 
the reasons set forth above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

27. Claims 5-6, 8-14, 19-20, and 22-28 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable over the cited art of record, if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims, for at least the reasons cited in the non-final office action mailed 12/24/2008. 
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Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments filed 6/1 8/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

29. With respect to Applicant's argument that the polarizer of Rogers is not 
positioned in an optical path between the two reflectors is not persuasive. The path light 
takes in traversing an optical system is often called the optical path and the light of 
Rogers is emitted from the light source, strikes the first reflector (see at least figure 2, 
elements 12 and 14), strikes the polarizer (see at least figure 2, element 24) and then is 
incident on the second reflector (see at least figure 2, element 64). Therefore, the 
polarizer is clearly "positioned in an optical path between the two reflectors". 

Conclusion 

30. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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31 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DEREK S. CHAPEL whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8042. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephone B. Allen can be reached on 571-272-2434. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

ID. S. CV 

Examiner, Art Unit 2872 
10/15/2009 



